
EPA Gommente on Water ~uality lmpa©t Allaly~;es Oo~um¯nt~
September 1 ~)7 Drafts

It appears thai our comments on the previous draft of the Affaotad Environment
document have not been lnoorporatecl. Please see our previous submittal (draft
document with comments Indicated in the margins) for these comments, which are =till
relevant.

,Water Ouall~ ImDacts Technical Renort

Summary chapter Is ml~ing discussion of direct long-term Imp=,== of Alternative 1A
compared to NO Action ( page 2-13),

There ia dla~ssion on pages 2.17 end 2-18 on Alternative 2C; however, this
alternative v,’=a dropped (inoorporated into Alternative 31),

There is no discussion In tills clocument of Alternative al (multiple intakes), An analysis
of this alternative should be Integrated Into the �~ocument,

Page 3-1, the first paragraph under Seotlon 3,2 is repeated, Delete one paragraph,

In Cllaptar 5, there Is 01=cue=Ion about the Imps= of various alternative= on
water quality, There are several i~laces w~ero this all=cue=ion appears to be biased (or
making a value Judgement that Is Inappropriate), For example, on page 6.11, under
NOM, the statement that reads ’gould In turn affeot the suitability of river water ¯a ¯
drinking water source" sl~ould I~e reworded to read something like "could In turn impact
the cluallty of source water for drinking". Alternatively, replace De wore "aultal:=lllty’ wltrt
something more benign like "de=lral~ility." This also o~ur= on page 5-18 uncler the
discussion for NOM=,

The.disousslon regarding salts (pages ~-20 - 5-23) Is confusing ancl troubling, The
assumptlonappears to ~ that Irrlgatecl agriculture �lose not contribute to net loading=
of Salts In the Delta; while this may ~e true, agricultural drainage certainly does
timing of loads and temporal variations in concentrations which are likely more
Important f~:~to.s in determining water Cluallty Impacts than annual loading=. We are
concerned about conducting this analysis on such a general scale, without factoring
clifferen=es In timing ancl con~entratlort= ol ==It �llscr=rg~. We are al.o cc|n~me;I
about the blanket =ssumption or conclusion that converling agricultural lands to aquatlo
habitat will result In in=teased salt concentrations. Again, It seems that a more in.depth
analyst= of the timing of discharge anti liming of freshwater flow= into the channel=;
needed, Salt concentrations In tl~e Delta channels may be higher at certain times of
the year, and/or at certain locations, due to habitat conversion - but the blanket
statement and general analysis doesn’t help elucidate this issue.

Page 5,-25, last paragraph dl=ousslng "significant Impa~talmitlgation rosa=urea", first
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sentence - replace "enter the" with "are used for".

A general �oncern regarding the analysis for the water quality common program - this
program has been simplified to four generic actions (enforce existing regulation= and
provide Incentive=) addressing genes’el sources (mine drainage, urban and Industrial
runoff, wastawater treatment, and agricultural runoff) In each geographlo zone. This
seems to be an over-simplification of the program that will hide or Ignore the true
impact of actual actions (such e= land retirement, drinking water treatment, etc.) For
example, the discussion on page 6-51 regarding agricultural source= In the San
Joaquln basin generically addresses nutrient, sediment and pesticide emissions, but
doe== not include any sort of analysis of selenium levels that may be Impacted by
selenium.specific actions In the water quality program, If this type of simplification has
been carried over to the other resource analyses, then the multiple benefit~ that may be
provided by Specific actions (e.g. land retirement can provl~ie water quality benefits and
potential water use efficiency benefits) will be obscured.

Page 5-44, the statement that "runoff from agricultural =~reas Is not regulated under
Clean Water Act" Implies that there are no provisions under the Clean Water Act to
address agricultural runoff. This document should be amended (both in this section, as
well as in the Affected Environment dlscusBIon of existing program=) to reflect the
provisions under Section 31g of the Cl=an Water Act which e~tabll=hes the framework
for developing and Implementing voluntary controls to address nonpolnt source
pollutlon.

Pages 5-44 and 5-45, this section discusses impacts of mine drainage control in 8an
Joaquln basin. As the principal mine in the basin I= New Idrla (as mated in the text) -
which le ¯ mercury mine - the subsequent analysis should focus on (or at least include)
a dlscummion of me_rcu~ Ioadlngs In the be=in to determine what sort of Impact this
action will have. (The text currently addresses only cadmium, copper and zino loading=
In the basin.) Similarly, Table 6-10 on page 6-46 ought to address mercury Ioading$
from various sources.

Page 6-51, as mentioned above, there i= no discussion regarding selenlum Ioaclings
and the effect of selenium-=peclfl; a=tions in the water quality program.

Page 6-58, the analysis for San Francisco Bay should Include an =nalysi= of the impact
of the mine drainage action on the Bay. More =pacifically, there are a number of
abandoned mercury mine= in the Guadatupe River watershed, which drain= Into Bouth
San Francisco Bay, If actions were taken at these abandoned mines, there may be a
consider=hie impact on metals levels in South San Francisco Bay,

Page 5-63, In the discus=Ion on salts under the Levee System Integrity program, the
stated assumption (that Irrigated agriculture causes an Increase in =air �onoentratlons
In the Delta) contradicts the salt discussion under the ecosystem restoration program
(page= 6-19 and 5-20).
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In the discussion analyzing lmpaots of storage in Section 6, them should be more
discussion on the potential for inomased production of methyl mercury from storage
reservoir creation. (This discussion could rely upon data from studies by Darrell Slotton
at UC Davis at the Davis Creek reservoir

Tills section should also discuss the Impacts of diverting water (reduced flows during
previously "high flow" periods) to fill storage facllitles. In particular, the ditcussion
should address the potential downstream Impaots on San Francisco Bay (and the
potential for r~duced freshwater flows Into 8outh San Francisco Bay). 81mllerly, the
discussions of =Bay Impacts~ for spa~ifi~ alternatives should address these sorts of
Impacts for any alternatives that Include storage components (e.g. pages 7-7 and 7-B
under Alternative 1C),

P=ge 6-5, the statement In last sentence of lest paragraph that any "improvement with
respect to THM .precursors would be offset’ by Increased DOC levels from flooded
Island= should be restructured. Given the qualltatlve nature of the analysis, we cannot
determine if an Impact of unknown magnitude will truly ’offset" art=her pot=ntlalo Impaot
of unknown magnitude.

Pages 6-7 to 6-9, this section, which discusses surface water impacts resulting from
groundwater storage, doe= not acknowledge any potential impacts to groundwater
re$oumes. While I assume these Impacts are being addressed In the Groun~,ater
document, it might be helpful to the reader to oro!=-reference this analysis and perhaps
Inolude a brief summary of these Impact~,

~ectlon ? analy~-es the Impacts of the conveyance component of the alternatives,
discusses Impact= to salts (TDS), bromide end DOCI. This ~e=lon also includes a
general discussion of X2 that the modeling assumes compliance with X2 reClulmments.
This I’= an appropriate pleoa to discus= the Impa~t of the alternatives on X2
(beyond masting the standards). Again, assuming a more detailed discussion of the X2
analysis (location, number of ~ay=, area) Is Incorporated into another r~source
dooument, it would still be appropriate to provide a summary end eros= reference to the
full discussion In another do;umant.


